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R.I. :   "Do you say it would be wrong to describe it as a
highly unusual process to be allowed to reduce your tender ?"
Mr. Chamberlain :  "It is not 'highly' unusual."
R.I. :   "Is it unusual without the 'highly' ?"
Mr. Chamberlain :  "I cannot argue about it.'7
The Lord Chief Justice :   "I suppose it is not a common
thing ?"

Mr. Chamberlain :  "No, it is not common."
The Lord Chief Justice :   "Then it is unusual"
As regards the  Birmingham Trust  Company the witness
asserted that Mr. Joseph Chamberlain could not, in giving his
answer in the House of Commons, have forgotten about the
investment by the Birmingham Trust Company in Kynoch's
because he had never known about it.

The cross-examination had been by no means barren of
results. It hajd shown that, while the newspaper had overstated
its case and had made allegations against Mr, Chamberlain per-
sonally which could not be sustained, there had been matters
which, although they did not on investigation reflect upon any
member of the Chamberlain family, had originally worn a sus-
picious air.

Provided Rufus Isaacs did not antagonize the jury in his final
speech by urging them to disbelieve Mr. Chamberlain's sworn
evidence, it might be that, although a verdict for the plaintiff was
inevitable, the damages would be reduced to a modest figure.

He was, therefore, careful in addressing the jury to accept
without reservation everything that the plaintiff had said in his
evidence and to shape his speech on those lines, contending that
the whole of the campaign of criticism had been directed at Mr.
Joseph and Mr. Austen Chamberlain, that Mr. Joseph Chamber-
lain had said in the House of Commons and had told his brother
that he was advised that neither he nor Mr. Austen Chamberlain
could bring an action for libel, and therefore it was that Mr.
Arthur Chamberlain, who was quite a minor person in these
matters, came forward and brought an action for libel, alleging
that he was charged in the articles with corruption. After
reviewing the evidence he asked the jury to say that, taking the
broad aspects of the case, the defendants had been justified in
making their comments.

Sir Edward Clarke followed with the opening thrust that the
suggestion was that the assault had been intended to be directed
against Mr. Joseph and Mr. Austen Chamberlain and that, if Mr.
Arthur Chamberlain was hit in the attack, it was because he
enjoyed the privilege of being Mr. Joseph Chamberlain's brother,